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o EVALUATING “THE EFFECTIVENESS OF ADMINISTRATIVE TRAINING PRODUCTS
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° hducational‘ﬂ&D, spurred by the creation of the labs and centers in the
pastodecade; has created a proliferation of new products in the\educationai

., . marketplace. Product evaluation has emerged as an area of considerable im1

portance in the measurement field as both the developer and the funding agent

seek to assess the worth of the emergent product ..Although product evalua-
_ tion stretegies have become more sophisticated in the decade3 they nonetheless :
- S have been generally bui;t,to assess curriculum products designed fdr student
' populations (.., Bloon, Hastings, § Madaus, 1971; Gagne, 1967; Grobran, 1968;
'Q ) Scriven 1967 Tyler 1967). Such strétegies are suggestive but less than
helpful when attemptlnp to evaluate other kinds of educational R&D products

A ' , such as those designed to train school administrators in aSpeCt% of educational
4 ; :

.
-t
. .

-

v .management. Examples of this latter type of educational product include

varied prototypes how under development, such as those desipned to train ad- "

i -

m1n1strators in project ‘management, curriculum se1ection curriculum evalua-'
[ -

v - tion cost-effectiveness analysis, needs assessment techniques, etc

' -The purpose of the present paper is to make clear the distinction be-
oy tween evaluating the tﬁo .types of products and to propose one possible method
for evaluatlng the effectiveness of’ administrative training products. In.

’, s

doing so; the paper w111 dlso highlight the difficulties, conflicfs, and

-
-~

\ ) e .
i trndc-offs encountered tr determining product effectiveness of this latter’

4

N 1]
- '




tion of product effectiveness as a sunmative rather than formative function

group, The paper appears most useful to evaluators, and developers,l‘who

should be able to:make valid stafements about product effectiveness before

requesting continued funding for product dissemination. It may also be help-

. : . .o
ful tp.funding agents, who must make disseminatiod decisions. ’

We should stress at the outset that the argument identifying the evaluaaw,

t

is persua51ve but only to a p01nt Scriven (1967) has already noted -that

thgre is no absdélute cut-off between formative and summative phases. The for-

% o
mative evaluator 1s,often called upon to produce evidence of product effec-

}~

"tiveness in order to obtain funding for continued development or dissemina-’
\

. ¢

both phases of evalluation, although the shape and scope of the effectivéhess
assessment is determined by both the nature of the product and its devi&op: .

" on
mental status. ) _ oo -
{ L. . . . B
The method of the present szudy involves comparison of the formative
» R . . .
evaluation strategies employed i the assessment of .four educational R§D pro-

;

ducts, one being drawn from the evaluation of a student curriculum product'

and three being drawn from the evaluations of administrative training pro- .

- ~

-ducts These four strategies are described and then critiqued along 8 inter-

tion. Therefore, concern over roduct effectiveness may be-justified during

L]

related dimensions. {a) the definition of product effectiveness,,(b) cri-
terion measures of effectiveness; (c) the determination, of users' pre-treatment '
levels of ability on the criterion; (d) types of conparisons; (e) sample sizé :
and-comprehensivenessg éf)‘the determinhtion'of acoeptable(criterion perfor-b
mance; (g) confounding variables; and th) 1ntervenini variahles. AIthough
determination of product effectiveness is‘only one aspect of overall formative ,

. _ S | . .

lIhroughout the naper, "developers' refers to any personnel emploved by the
, product development agency. :

3
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‘train school managers in proposal dev%lopment; another designed to train school

.comparison group design was used to determine how well students in the indi- |

-

4

evaluation procedures, it is the sole focus of this paper. Of course, other
activities must precede the collection of product eff§Ctiveness data -- such

as “debugging' content and ins—truc/tions.

_The data presented were gathered \qs part of on-going evaluation efforts

|

1

L] ¢ 1
at one of the educational-labs. To give the reader a better idea of the con- ) 1
- * }
text in whjch this paper deals 1et us briefly describe each of these pro- }
L

duct evaluations. The student curriculum product is an 1nd1v1dua112ed science .

curriculum. . The administrative training products mclude orr‘e designed to

managers in curricullm evaluation; and the revised prototype of the curriculum -

N :
evaluation product. . , ) ; |

aq

- ~N
+ ' s . . -~

.+ THE FOUR EVALUATION STRATEGIES ' > z

1. Student curriculum: science. Sfudents received instruction in the

» M 4

- ” , .
regular school setting. throughout. one academic year*' A pretest/posttest, )

vidualized curr-iculuni achieved o prespecified goais of the product, (sciencie

-~

ach1evement and att1tude tcmard sc1ence) Students from three pairs of

@

matched schools (n = 636 for pretest and 61% for posttest) were admlmstered

the developer constructedkachlevement and attitude measures in the fall and 1
again in the,sprlng. The same form of each measure was used in pre- and , \ |

. X . : ‘ - ‘ i
posttest1ng Students were teSted as individuals but scores were- grouped

together by grade leveleand by schiool for \iata ana1y51s. JBoth gain scores .

%

4

|

]

within schools and comparison scores between schools were computed (see s
Ivans, 1973) |
i

s
-
>
&)
-
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2, Admmstratwe trazmni progosal deveZopment School administra-

tors from six dlSt{lCtS were trained on site in the district by . another mem-

ber of the1r own staff over a ‘three -week* period.” A pretest/posttest, s1ng1e

’

group de51gn was employed- t9 evaluate whether admlnlstrators achieved the pre-
specified goals ,of the produdt (ability to manage a proposal development“’-pro-

'

ject). Content- reca11 was measured by 10 ‘multiple- choice items for eachr 1es-
son, w1th the same set of itepis serv1ng as bo’th pre- and posttests In

addltlon 51mulat10n tests\ef performance -- actually exerc1ses contained with-

“in the instructional 1es!ons -- were used as ade,tlonal, posttest- only measures.

These~simulations requl:ged leamers to apply what they had 1eamed to a hypo,

thetlcal s1tuatlon of the developer's creatlon Slgnlflcant gain scores on -

the mastery tests and subJectl judg nts by developers of quallty work on °
Ty {e gme

\
the s1mulat10ns were indice? of acceptable criterion performance Each of

the 35 admlnlstrators was tested as an indivildual and the al.l scores werg

combined into a singie group for data analysis (see Rwans VNote 17

FRY

.2 . .oR . . .
3. Administrative training: ' curriculum évaluation.

tors from'two districts wére trained on-site in their own districts by the ‘
; . » , e

develoger_during two-day sessions. A’s\p_osttest only, single grotxp desi'gn was
used to detemmine if administrators *copld demonstrate achievement of the pre-
spec1f1ed produc/; goal (ab111ty to 1n1t1ate  plan, and mo%altor a currlculum
evaluatlon pro;ec:t) Slmulatlon tests of performance comprlssng exercises

and- worksheets 1nc1uded in the mstructlonal materP4ls were rev1ewed by de-

velopers to y,1e-1d sprectlve ratmgs‘ of quality perfo’rmance. These simula-
tions required leamers to apply what they had learned to a h'ypothetical .
situation of their own ¢reation. Six administrators from each district com-
- L . ' ‘ . . 8
: ‘ . v ‘ ﬂ‘ ) ) * ~ £
.3 ' , . » .
.,. N

. Ve & - ~

" School administra- '

7

e
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prised the sanple (n = 12). Since administrators from the same district

worked collaborately to complete exercises and worksheets pnly group perfor—

mance was scored (effect,a.ve n = 2) (see Behrman, Note 2)
( . , »
4. Acbmmatratwe tr'azmnq, curriculim evaZuatwn (remsed prototype)
4 ‘
Using the re\rised prototype, admnistrators were=again trained how to manage

a curr1culum evaluation project. This time, though they tramed themselves

"y -

on-site in their districts without developer support Because the exercises
f .

now requlred the administrators to apply what they had learned to an actual,

on gomg evaluation pI‘OJeCt training continued 1ntermittent1y over several

.

months. JAgain, a posttest only, smgle group design was.used to determine if

3
adnunistra:tors could attaig, the prespec1f1ed goal,.\ Performance was reviewed

a

as in the earlier prototype except that admi\strators applied 1eam1ng to

real rather than hypothetical s1tuations " thus th/e t%%':s were.work samples |

rather than simulations. Thirty-nine adninistrators from four districts

(working on seven separate projects) comprised the sample. Since project

groups worked collaborately, only group performance was scored (effective n
= 7). (see Behrman, Note 3).

})

-~ The four evaluati described above represent a fairly wide range of

strategies. "Ihe evalua'ion of the sc1ence product '%ems 5 be a rather typi-
exception of employing spec1ally developed 1nstruments) It.is well suited

for the one-way ANOVA de51gn and coentains samples- large enough to, peripit
. - - “ﬁg . 1

1




[}
N . . -~
., . \ . , . - . t

powerful statistical inference. GCeneralizations to similar students in simi-
lar schools are possible. . o ;
¢ ' \ ~ -

' ’ Such is not the- case W1th the three ‘administrative tralnmg products

~

\ whu,h do not f1t so neatly into thert}adltlonal evaluatlon model Tnat they -

-

fail to is not necessarily an indictment against the quali_ty of these latter

. . ! 2
evaluations; in fact, it is a goal of this paper to show why attainment of
£
" - the traditional design is so difficult (and may not even be de51rab1e) when
. & : [}
¢ evaluating admlnlstratlve training products. Therefore, the next step I our

N

discussion is to critique the evaluation_strategies described above along

. . ¢ . P
each of eight int\errelated dimensions

CRITIQUE ALONG EIGHT DIMENSIONS

/

' ! Def1n1t10n of Emduct effeCtlveness Invarlably, effectiveness was de-

fined B\the match hetween prespec1f1ed produat goals and observed learner * -
R i,

- perfomance that 15,17(111 four evaluatlons were exp11‘c1t1y of a "goal full"‘ .

. rather than "poal-frec' nature. The science currlculum speci fied its goals

~
\ .

in rather broad terms . (sc1ence achlevement and sc1ence éttlt’ude) While the

", administrative products also spec1f1ed broad goals, these were analyzed 1nto

. - sub- goals @r objectives for measureneﬁ'xt purposes. For example, the currlcu-

- *lum evaluatlon product measured the followmg objectives for wnits (or, tasks)
. . i : : . _ 2 .
1 and 2: ) . - C
i,
1. ability to construct an evaluation purpose statement

' 2. .ability to’develop anb oyerall evalu'ation* design ’ .

4
) - o0 .

i
3. ab111ty to specify evaluation 1nStruments and subjects | ' 3;
{ a

We Hll;,ht observe that the more narrow specification of. sub-goals is merely

. . oy i

Rt
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the result of an apparent behav10ral bbjectives approach followed by the ad-

.

ministrative product evaluators. "Ihis statement while true, describes rath&r
. than explains. " Administrative pro‘ducts may have to use more specific s‘ub-‘
goals because their ¢ontent areas .are le'ss" uniyersally known. ''Science
achievement ~(in first grade)" is lik§y~to elicit more‘ common‘ definition .than

"ability to manage an evaluation." What skills are needed to manage ‘a curricu-
1um ‘evaluation? €an we assume that they are well known and agreed- upon" ¢

\

Probably not; thus the evaluator of .an, administrative training product needs
to subdivide the content area 1nto discrete parts and then measure attainment

" of the parts. He should also offer a conv1nc1ng argument that the user who .
can”perform successfully on each of the sub tasks has in fact performed suc-
cessfully on the woverall task: he should show that the sum of the parts equa’ls )
a wholé. That.is , the administrative product “evaluator may need to establish

) either‘judgmental_or empirical validity for“his measures, unlike 'the student
product evaluator, whose measures m:xv alreadyi,have established validities.

. Turthermore, the administ:ative evaluator. may need to show, in addition toﬂ the «
sum ‘of the parts equalling a whole that the whole is somehéw worthwhile --
that thlS prespe”CIfled goal As. desirable Why is it important for school ad-
ministrators to mandge" curriculum evaluation projects?‘ Aren't evaluation -
specialists supposed to do this? However, it seems wnlikely that a critic
would ask, khy is it important for elementary students to learn sc\ieritée?

In other words, while product effectiveness was defined inj all four cases

as the match between goals and"lea‘rner performance? the definition (and promo-

tion) of these goals appears more difficult for the administrative product\

-

cvaluator.




.
.
%

Criterion measunes of effectiveness Bloom (1956) descrlbes cognitive

objectives along a sequentlal ta.xonomy, beglnnlng w1th knowledge agd then

followed by comprehension, appllcatlon, analysis, synthesis, .and’ evaluatlon.“

Both content "mastery'" (i.e., knowlédge and cdmprehens_ion) and application

* >
¥
- are repregented by the.criterion measures’used in the four evaluations de-

scribed above. The science curriculum measured knowledge and compnehension

. )
" via an achievement test. The proposal development product measured knowledge

(but not compnehenswn) via an aduevement test and measuned application to
a hypothet1coal situation provided by the developer via a smulatlon. The
first curriculum evaluation product measured epplication to a‘hypothetical
situation created by the- learner via simulations. And the revised curriz:ulum

evaluatlon product measured application to an actua’i 51tuat10n ma work sam-«

ples. We may conceptualize these measures of the criterion graI)hlcall,y, as

_in Figure'l: - - L . :
. v v .. . ﬁ’
: Y FICURE 1
.o Criterion Measures of Lffectiveness \
N ‘ . 4 ‘4 L)

MASTERY, L L

. OF APPLICATION OF CONTENT T

CONTENT . > =~ - . — : 4|
(Knowledge - (to }{ypothetical . (to hypothetical * '° (to actual

and situation provided " situation created on-the-job
Comprehension) - ' by developer) . by leamer) situation)

¢ ’
. I
— ~
.

CAGHIEVEMENT | £ > " S| SIMULATION | . 5 SIMILATION | .| WORK SAMPLE

TEST : TEST - TEST ) TEST
. . M ¢ s ’ *
More Irmediate . . ‘ . N, More Ultimate
Criterion ' ) Criterion
Lower in b ¥ > H'Lgher in
Bloom's Taxonomy ' Vo 7 Bloom's Tax:onomy

\

¢
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In other words each mxeasure co,rresponds to a dlfferent point along the

~ (‘ o

continuum., The d.11emma of the adm1n1strat1ve product evaluator is thls if

he’ attempts to measure effectiveness via an achievement test, he is squ.ect
to the criticism that an administrative training product should produce more '

than "'paper-and-pencil mastery' of cognitive content; on thé other hand, if

he attempts to measure et'fectivéness Via a perfoimante test-(.simulation or:
work sample) and results are negatlve he will be unable to say whe'ther poor
performance data is due .to 1eamersl failure to master cognltlve content their

failure to translate mastery to perffmnance , Or both. Another dilemma arises

when choosing between simulation and work sample: while a simulation is more

controllabfe, work samples may offer more realistic (and hence more valid)

measures of performance. ’ T : .

‘4 M “

Naturally, tne way in which product goals are written may guide the"
eval.uator' toward the most appropriate measure. Is the administrator being
tralned to "master the pvrlnc1p1es of proposal ‘development"! or to "apply the '
prlnc1p1es of proposal development to an on- gomg pro_)ect 1n h1s distyi on
Sometimes, however, product goals are so general that any of the four)mea-
sures above' could be used. "Ihe questlon is: | Which one? Studenf currlculum
evaluators are .usually spared from this decision. We rarely ask\ a studen,t to:
build a- battery, just identify parts of a battery in a'p1cture.

"User's pre~treatmeft 1eve1 of ab111ty ”Ihe sc1ence evaluator adminis-

] N

tered 1dent1ca1 forms as pre- and posttests of learner ability. The proposal
development evaluator also administered identical forms as pré: and posttests/ .
In neither evaluation of the curriculum evaluation product were users' pre-

treatment level of ability determined, apparently for two reaSOns:' (a) the’
H ! ) f \l L

4

>

-

~
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Criterion measures were highly “idiosyncratic to the instructional materials,

¢ -

and it may have been tnfair_to pretest users unfamiliar with the termihology

and organization presented in the mgterials; (b) as the fdcus was on group

rather thai individual performance, pre-measures of individual ability were

.
a

irrelevant. . ' 7

Let us examine each of these reasohs.for fgilure to ob-tain.pre-measures

.
>

That the measures:were 1do‘syncrat1c may be reflectlve of the product itself

[

-- that.it proposes tenmnoIOgy and organization different from those in popu-

lar’use. However, it does not' seem unfalr to study whether leamers have

-certain knowls/ge or skills, no matter What terms or%cedures they use.

The task of .the evaluator is to develop a measure of cnterlon -performance

.that is independent of the product (that'rs,/free of its idosyncratic termin-

ology‘and organization). The second problem -- how to measure group perfor-
mance -- 1sﬁgmore perplexmg, especiglly if the measure employed is an on- the-
job work: sample Since the group m training maé not have worked together

as _a_ngE before the trammg, any pre- tramlng work samples collected may

-have been" produced by a different set of individuals (i.e., a‘different

"subject') -in the ‘same district. .o

-

) Types of comparisons. In general, three types of comparisons ‘may be

useful in determining product effectiveness: (1) pre- vs. pos'\t-measures, s

/

(2) obsexrved performance vs. desired performance and (3) atment group s,

comparison group .

-

! . s . v
. ! . r
.

——
“

\‘ : .
We say "fallure" because these evaluatlons did not employ contnrol groups
‘cither, . .

2

:)x

«
. ~ . *
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. i ‘ ' :
Compansons between pre- and post-measures yield "gaim scores' which.

\

. ’

cannot be considered tréatmnt\%effects w1thout benef1t of a companson#'

A 4

. groﬁp or other LOI'II;IO] Sumlarlv, dlscrepanc1es betwee'-n observed and de-

sned performance are r{merelv descr%lve w1thout the exper1mental

‘.

control

-

0 x--.,.

»Thus the 1dent1flcat10n ‘o-f 'comparlson

l

p'rov_nded by compamson groups.

[

qroups is an assignment of\ paramount 1mport to. the‘.aeva

-

make inferences.of cause- and effect

“
- 4w "

luator who w1shes to

.....

:.—-— 2

.- . \
Notei though that companson groups Were used 1n none of the ‘evaluations

! Y

Why- is this so"

\4

“of adrmn1strat1ve tra1x;11ng products

13
©

¢ LY

+
“* When evaluatmg perfomance of school adnumstrat’ors we often are” less

.-

N e
concerned w1th 1nd1v1dual ga1ns than with organ1zat1on gams <. We yant ‘to

.
<
)
A

i
3

-,
\\\

knqw, How much has the school d1str1ct 1mproved in 1ts ab111ty to manage\a

. " f .
P

‘e

more, we want to know whether the- 1ntenﬂent1on (an "administrative tra1nmg

Thus the focus is on organ1za-

™
L
s .,

-

-

product)’ has accounted for this 1mprovement

'§

-
Al

tlonal pe;rfi)manyge. So the comnanegrﬁ“group must be composed of smular
orgaanat1ons -- but s1mlar 1n what ways? On what organizational var1ables
should we "match" school dlstrJ.cts %‘fpupll enrollment location, orgamza- .

. t1ona\1{l climate organ1zat1omal structure, personal characteristics of adminis-

0y

, trators? W1thout emp1r1cul eviderice tc show wh1ch variables moderate organi-
“ ’ { y L4
. 4 zational performanck on a given tésk, there is no guide for the admiflistra-

-

" *tive product evaluitor to follow. \
NN

. ~
Sample size and coi[prehensiveness.

The student curriculum evaluator ¢

e

generally has ava1lable to him a 1ar;fe student populat1on u51ng the new pro—

*
~

duct unden field test cond1t1ons le may 1nclude all- f'w}d tcat sites or

. "
» Ny

”
Y

"

RS

-11-

- .

o _
} " budge'ty tram staff; evaluate programs ; br1ng ih new monies; etc.? Further-\ o
o N

¢
-

« o ey

w

. ey

T

.
e
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sample from them, but either way the sample size is usually large enough .to
<. permit powerful statistical tests. Furthermpre the sample can be descr1bed

in demographlc teTmis (urban/rural mlno.u.,ty representatmn SES,: etc,) and t

A

can be shown to be representatlve of a larger populatlon (i. e the prOJected'

» users of the product) A sample that is both large and rep_resentative may

N _,'.be called comprehensive. - ' S , .
T . & .

* On the other hand the admlnlstratlve product evaluator does not have
S ava11ab1e tohim a field test sample of thousands oTr even hundreds or pro- ’

. A
Yy . ‘ .

.spectlve users A dlstrrct may have 20, 000 students but it has only one
'superlntendent ' And it is often more d:tfﬁlcult to persuade a superlntendent

‘or other’ dlstr1ct 1eve1 admlmstratorto part:,c1pate in an adnunlstratlve pro-
N -“\

. "7 duct tryout than it would be to persu‘ade him’ togzolunteer a srzable portlon '
ey .

at—d—

: of his 20,000 pupils fo‘r“a student cu cuTtnn product try Distrlct par-

ticipation in a student tryout may y1e1d a sample of SOO dlStrlCt partJ,CJ.pa.- ..
7 ‘tion in an admlnlstratlve tryout may y1e1d ah o of 1, 2, -pr 3 Thus the JOb:.W ."':“‘ .-

Of the admmlstratlve evaluator can become overwhelmmg slmply to execute so B

,ba51c a task jas identifying assample of adequate size.

.
o3

If the admm1strat1ve product is to,be used in work.sho'p rnodé, it nlay be . /
" p0551b1e to anvolve 20 or 30 users m a single workshop If, on the other /
‘ "hand, the prodiict must ﬁe used on- slte a one day. try'out may involve but a < '/,/'. ’ S
| few users. In such a case, mu.1t1p1e tryouts must ‘be. scheduled just, to mclude o /
as many as 20 field test part1c1pants. And 1f the brganlzatlon rather than ’/,."l."*/ s
o F e iR

the md1v1dua1 is the wnit of analysis, t he effectlve n may only be 4, riot 20

L2
Ve .,’ / :
o 7.’;‘/ . Fyrther, ‘the detemmination of what is” repregentative can be eiusi_ve.

Which variables should be'de.scribedf?" For instance, with the‘hiéh raté of

t o JPY




adninistrative mobility;” does it make sensc to :label an- mdlvldual as an /
K4 ; /

urban administrator, when he may be a suburbm admmlstrator xjext yedr’
4 R "i i / . P

¥
° cr
'

Acceptable criterion ,perfomance. When achlevement/tes/t stores are used

- +

' as <,r1terla, as they ‘often are 1n student currlculfum ev'l.lmtlons, acceptable
- perfonnance :es a 51g111’flcan}:1y higher mean score for. the/‘t're;tment'group than
But adrnlnlst:/::tlve tralnlng/produc}tgs can rarely’. em/-
ploy an achlevement score as an 1ndex of acqulred sk111 or’ traanlng ;n an/
i N

for the non-treatment.

execut 1ve funct ion,

PP R s

testlng are more/—frequently approprlate.
tests may be heavily dependent on expert Judgment thch 1‘s of:c,en hlghly
i | tant 1arqe error of‘ measuremcnt in c.uch Judgment scores—']mmper:the dl:éfs ives
ness w1th wh1ch the evaluator cm>st;te that one gr outperformed anogther
Confoundmg varlahles. ’Both~c founduk an ‘ ntewening vai*iébfes can’

- ‘. be reasonabl’y controlled/ 1n :ftllden'ﬁ currlculum p oduct e,valuatlons through .

[
KRS

- ,‘
O FEew [ f i N

9f. conf/ounﬂlng is the fact that ztdmnlstratcrs \?TS; \‘bgéng "tra\med" at all.
'Ihe conparlson.group should the’refore ar}so be

,methoxd B\ixt,'.}és mentloned earller 1t 1s often difflcult
Y enough :to secure a' treatment: Sample of school adnunlstra/tor\s;: 1et a.lone a \ i

"tralned ‘\usmg a d}iferent

' _ tralm.ng proc{uct or,

1

3

T e .a:,_t_ o 3

-'lfnﬁff—'tr'eatfnent sample who must aﬂso be tra1ned A second.lmportant source of

P4 1..'-.’: P AT e A
d;}‘ VIO B \.-.o, . 2 - s ° h
. . . g\ 4o

/,V ;_,. ;_.g“ A4 gnd.}ng 15 the t1vatlpn i_level of administrators who de51re a, long-

.'., e o
NS '/ NS

’ ¢ i: \;
development agency Agai L, only 1\{ ’the

i by 3

s is‘er:m worl.trng ‘relatlonshlp wit
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Scores on these types of performance

var1ahle across judges :md, across subJects. The low \reihabﬂtty _and concoml- -

use of comparl\\s\on groups tha.t e;fpem,ence eveX 1ng the tr-e\a’cment groups do )
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Rather 51mulat10n or work sample varletles ofaperformance
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non treatment group. is offered a 51m1ar oppoftunlty to develop a working

ﬂ ‘
relat10nsh1p with the de\/elopment a:gency 'can the confoundlng be controlle'd

Intervenlng varlables It may be reas/onable to expect that comparlson

groups of thlrd graders are exposed tQ s1m1],ar sch001 experlences during the '
P - ,
term It is far less reasona,ble to expect that\ on- going professional experi-
Vs .
,‘ences O{f school admlnlstrators are /Similar t,hroughout the year. Some merrbers

of the’ £1e1d test sample may attend a conference others may not. Some may
be 1nvolved in heated teacher contract negotlatlpns others may not. Some

may beneflt from expandrng budgéts othe,rs may be plagued by shrinking bud-

r~ -

gets Each of thése yarlabl/es may afféct criterion performance in a signifi-

-

cant but « unkndwn way - o
R -’ , g / . . /‘/ . - . ' ) .

.-
AT )
v o - -t 2

- H

fa,r,"’we"have ‘tried to point out 'some of the ‘difficulties and in-

. f -

herent 11m1:tat10ns *in evaluatlnp the effectlveness of adm1n1strat1ve tra1n1ng

B

&)
pro;fucts ”Based on our rev1ew of three admm1strat1ve training products and

one student currlculum product, we have noted that: a % o
) 1 Administrative avaluators must often speti fy product goals in
~ | .almost behavioral terms, as there is seldom common unders tand-
ST ' 1ng and deflnrtlon of more. global administrative goals. ‘

2. - Whlle adm1n1strat1ve evaluators may demonstrate product effective-
ness via user mastery.qQf content, such a measure may be inappro- .
priate for products designed to train new skills. '

.. ]
Slmulatlon ‘and Wwork sample varieties of performance tests, which
may be more valid measures of administrative product effectlve—

N " ness., often depend on expert judgments that are unreliable,

creatlng large errors of meas%ement.

4 ‘Work samples which are more valid than simulations, are far
more di fflcult to control ‘ -~ o
)
Cr1ter10n measufes are ‘often idosyncratic to the training pro-
duct, hampering. measurement of both users' pre-tgeatmerit level
of ab111ty and non-treatment groups ' ﬁel of ab111ty
S Y

?

‘ é L]

-

~ <

- - [N - - ‘.‘.
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\ .
‘weaknesses in e\?aluat-ing the effectiveness of administrative pr;);i cts.

> '

. , ,

‘ ), e focus on organ-lzatlonal rather’ than individual performance -

4 { \\,. makes.pre- vs. post- and treatmsnt vs. rion- treatment compan-

¥ i *sons dlfflcult . ,

. x\7,‘;. Large, mpresentatlve samples of school districts (and/or school
o adm1n1strators) may be d1ff1cu1t to identify and involve in

f1e1d testlg'tg . o

{ N
23 . . .
8 Control of confol:ndlng and mtervenmg variables. :LS poor,

In 11ght Qf these d1ff1cu1t1es, 1t may be unreasonable to expect that adminis,
trative- tralnmg products follow the ‘same evaluation strategy as student

]
currlculum p\roducts It is hoped that there are forthcomlng from-the

- e A

. r
A SUGGESTED PROCEIURE - Ve

’Ihe eva?luatlon strategy suggested here is just that a suggestion, not

t » -
. { .
rent evaiuatlon deS1gn\s - : _ .
\ ) -

A 10g1cal startmg point in product effect1ve7éss evaluat»lon may be to

a 15rescr1pt10n If E\ollowed it may overcome some of the-limitations of cur- ¢

ask "What !kn{d of claim do the developers and/or evaluators w1sh to make re-- ) |
gard.lng the fefefectlveness of the product"" Since the claim is, dependent on .'j

/ .
the strategy u;ed the c1a1m desired may hav7 1mp11cat10ns for the evaluatlm

requirements --"e g , the criterion measure Jof effectiveness, the sample " 51z‘e o
' . g
the evaluatlor\ settmg, and so forth,’ / e

’

- ~

For example the evaluator of the curriculum evaluatlon product may pre- ,

sent the developers with the followmg list of.possible claims and asE them
. 4
to rdnk the c1a1ms in order of preference:: ] o ot

4
o —

a, 'Ih].s product js effective in teaching school édmlnlstrators the
ipmnuples ‘of managing a curriculum evaluation proJect A
<1 . .

I\ i ' ’

€ 3

;:r ' L '15‘ : i
.

? ’ ) ‘ ‘ .
Wy . 1'7




' . to apply the principles of managing a curriculum evaluation pro- . ;
). Ject to a hypothetlcal situation created by the developer.
c. .This product is effectlve in teaching school administrators how o
. _to apply the prmc1p1es of managmg a curriculum evaluation pro-
7 ject -to_a hypothetical 51tuat10n in their own creatlon '

- d. %? e1 proper condltlons, this product may be effective in guid-
g school administrators through certain activities in an on-

. "going curriculum evaluatlon project. . ‘

e. Under proper conditions, this product may be effective in guid+
ing school admlnlstrators through a complete curriculum’ evalua-,
PRI tlon prOJect .

PO ’
. Al

!

+ * ’\’ ,

L 4 * ¥ \

A

: ' : S ' -

S : b. This product is effectlve in teachmg school’ admlnlstrators how

| | R

( Each claim suggests a different evaluation strategy. Claim (a) calls-for an }

. . ) ‘ |
achievement test, Claims (b) and (c) a simulation test of performance, and J

Claims (d) and (e) éwork'sample test of performance. The design for Claim , . - e

(a) could resemble that of the tradltlonal student currlculum product evalua-

' |
tlon. A deslgn for Qaims (b) and (c) mightf be as fo’llows randomly assign i

‘adnunlbtrators from the same dJstnct to treatment and comparison groups. ' ol
.+ After trammg, both groups will be asked to perform the same simulated

~ management activity. If md::,v1dugls_ y[ork collaborately an the activity, tuen .

$on group.~ To employ analysis of variance, there probat;'ly should Be a mini-

LY

mm’ of flve such districts in this de81gn, S0 that the organlzatlonal n equals

a -

10 (5 treatment and 5 canpanson) Theo use of administrators from the same

1
]
there will be a single perfomahc‘é"'sde're for the treatment and for the compari-, ]
. dlgtrlct should ccntrol to a lai'ge extent, confounding and intervening var1-' }

ables It aJ:so pemuts reasonable comparisons between "equivalent' organiza-

e c . ‘L Lol

o - ‘A similar design for Claints (d) and (e) is p0551b1e although it seems

m&kely that two groups of admnlstrators would” actually work on the same

- . . N




- '

: ) I
management activity in a real situation. Therefore, 1n _practice the reqmslte

strategy for Claims (d) and (e) may comprise a work sample test of«perfonnance,

a single group of Specially-selected school dlstrlcts, and*an anecdotal his-

tory of how the product worked in each district. Since the latter d'esi:gn ’
‘cannot be used, to support causal”relationships between treatment and effect r
the resultant claim is ne.cessarlly equ1voca§l ("Under pmper condltlons the

product may be effective...."). At best, the evaluator may be able to suggest

what conditions seem to be proper for effectlve product.use. Such equivocali- &

ty shoulq not be taken as a 51gn of low calibre evaluation: rather 1t shows

that the _developers have attempted to field test the _product usmg a more .. j

. . “ o |
ultlmate criterion. i s ' ' . . 1
. kN . 1

¢ J

HoWever it may not be best to select a single, most desirable c1a1m

The ,problem with choosmg a single claim is that, because we—mg,ht not know
'.

the exact rela‘tlonshlp between content mastery and content app11cat10n in

managerial training, mter‘pretation the claim is d1ff1cult Suppose we

attsapt to collect evaluatlon data to support Claim (b) and find that adminis- 1
. trators are. unable to dembnstrate application of the pr;'mciples taught. Is %

the product unsuccessful iff teaching the principles themselves or is it fail-
ing to help users translate the principles to a hypothetlcal apphcatlon" We

do, not know wnless we have evaluation data on both content mastery and con- . l

Y

tent application.- 1 ‘ ) |

Therefore an optlmal evaluatlon procedure would be multi-stage, each

stage focusmg an one of the thiree criterim measures, discussed earlier

[

(achievement test, simulation, and work sample). An:evaluation report that

provides infématii(m on (1) how well users master content, (2) how well uSe._r?-.,
‘ ;

!

- N ' : \

ey




.. : . V! e

) , apply the c@ntentﬂto a hypothetlcal 'situation,” and (3) what actually happens
. in the sd1001 district would‘tlearly be a cut above those now offered

.
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